In the mid part of the 20th century dialectological work began to take 25 on a more socially informed flavor, culminating in the early work of scholars like Labov (1966) 26 and Trudgill (1974) forming the early generation of sociolinguists that lay the foundation of the 27 field. 28
Although the history of Arabic dialectology goes almost as far back as its English 29 counterpart (e.g., Bergsträßer 1915), it could be argued that Arabic sociolinguistics has grown 30 less naturally out of its own dialectological tradition. When looking at the early generation of 31
Arabic sociolinguists we see that most trained under the preeminent scholars of English 32 sociolinguistics at the time. Scholars like Niloofar Haeri (1996) and Hassan Abdel Jawad (1981, 33 Page 2 of 26 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 Notwithstanding, much of the work done in recent years on variation and change in Arabic relies 49 heavily on fresh data, collected by the scholars themselves through sociolinguistic interviews, 50 extended ethnographies and similar contemporary methods. 51
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We can view this situation as both a blessing and a curse. One argument may be that the 52 dearth of descriptive research on some varieties complicates the job of Arabic sociolinguists 53 because they may begin their work from a descriptively impoverished foundation. This 54 phenomenon is not inherently unique to the Arabic sociolinguistic enterprise. Recent works on 55 English, especially in smaller, peripheral and rural areas have also served as first-ever 56 discoveries of hitherto undocumented features of the language. This is evident in much of the 57 work done in Appalachia and the American South Dialectal descriptions are beginning to make their way into doctoral dissertations as an 63 integral part of the larger sociolinguistic enterprise (e.g., Al-Qahtani 2015). We also see 64 sociolinguists of Arabic doing "double-duty" and attempting to interface more regularly with 65 F o r P e e r R e v i e w 4 contributing factor to the current status of the subfield as theoretically lagging behind 71 mainstream sociolinguistics. The reality is that Arabic sociolinguistics has yet to fully breach the 72 theoretical threshold of 3rd-wave sociolinguistics. In this respect, a great deal of the work being 73 conducted on language variation in Arabic still focuses on the types of questions that 74 sociolinguists were concerned with decades before. Our own recent work (Author Y 2016, 75 Author Y and Author X 2015, Author X 2015, Author X. 2015) certainly falls into that category, 76 though we have attempted to delve, if only superficially, into more profound matters of identity, 77 politics and religion. This necessary focus on both linguistic description and analyses of 78 language variation and change may result in less attention to further developing sociolinguistic 79 theory. Instead, Arabic sociolinguists often rely on established theories developed in 80 predominantly Western, English-speaking communities, and test their applicability to the Arabic 81 case. 82
The work carried out in Arabic sociolinguistics has shown us that general sociolinguistic 83 theory bears out for Arabic as well. Importantly, this has made it clear that despite multiple 84 attempts to emphasize that Arabic is a "diglossic" language (or, indeed, that the speech 85 communities that use Arabic as their primary language are, for the most part, diglossic), Arabic 86 is not a special case sociolinguistically, a notion suggested in earlier work (Labov 1982) . In this 87 sense, Arabic follows all the norms and patterns established and expounded upon by 88 sociolinguistics generally. 89 Lotfi Sayahi (2014) taps into the very question of diglossia and its relation to a more 90 general theory of sociolinguistic variation. He reviews previous definitions of diglossia, starting 91 with scholars preceding Ferguson, and through to Eckert (1980), whose insights on diglossia 92 have broad applications for general sociolinguistics. Sayahi relies in his analysis of diglossia in 93 Page 4 of 26 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 Another excellent example can be found in Alghamdi (2014). As a precursor to her study 96 of Arabic diphthongs among rural migrants in Mecca, she surveys not only the history of studies 97 involving the diphthongs /ai/ and /aw/ in Arabic dialects, but begins with a recapitulation of the 98 well-known study of phonetically similar variables by Labov (1972) in Martha's Vineyard, 99
Massachusetts. Furthermore, drawing on work by Chambers (1992), Alghamdi cites an 100 analogous case of migrants versus natives in The Netherlands. This kind of comparative analysis, 101 dating back to scholarly traditions in historical linguistics and linguistic typology, is crucial to 102 sociolinguistics, as it not only draws upon linguistically comparable cases, but also contributes to 103 linguistic theory more broadly. 104
Perhaps we can learn a lesson from work done by sociolinguists on pidgin and creole 105 languages (e.g., Meyerhoff and Walker 2013 , Sidnell 2001 , 2012 , Singler 1990 ). Similar to the 106 case of Arabic, a great deal of the work conducted in pidgin and creole studies has taken two 107 separate but connected tracks, one focused more heavily on documentation and description of 108 these language varieties, with the other treating pidgins and creoles through the lens of 109 sociolinguistics in an effort to uncover how analyses of these contact situations can further 110 inform and refine general sociolinguistic theory. 111
Many of the types of contact taking place in the Arabic-speaking world are not as 112 profound as in the bulk of pidgin and creole cases (although Arabic has its own collection of 113 pidgins and creoles for which it serves as a lexifier language; see Tosco and Manfredi 2013; also 114 cf. Versteegh 1984 and Hary 1996, both of whom liken the continuum of Arabic varieties to the 115 continuum evidenced in pidgin and creoles. 1 ). While many of these situations of contact may be 116 One element that is essential to most variationist studies, regardless of their specific 124 theoretical leaning (e.g., sociophonetics, communities of practice, sociohistorical) is that they 125 tackle what one might call instances of microvariation. By this we mean that in addition to a 126 macro-description of a language variety, a set number of linguistic variables are analyzed. Doing 127 so enables one to ascertain the significance of speakers' use of the range of variants each such 128 variable may have for the speech community in question. Very often these variables are 129 phonological, but there is no shortage of variables examined over the years (not necessarily in 130 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 In what follows, we wish to fill in a few gaps in the overall treatment of variationist 177 studies of Arabic. We do so through concrete examples from recently published works in the 178 field, as well as from yet unpublished doctoral theses which we believe to be paving the road for 179 future studies in Arabic sociolinguistics. We limit ourselves to such works that were written in 180 the first decade and a half of the twenty-first century, and in order to avoid redundancy, we 181 refrain in our exposition of recent contributions to the field from citing much of our own work. 182
In what follows we present and discuss a handful of other representative studies. 183
Holes (1987) opened a window into language variation in the Arabian Peninsula in his 184
detailed study of Bahrain. Bruce Ingham (in his 1994 book and elsewhere) presents an 185 abundance of dialectological information based on data collected in the country that comprises 186 Page 8 of 26 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 Figure 1 illustrates that the innovative variant 202 is relatively rare for both women and men of the older generation, but while young men retain 203 roughly the same rate of innovation as their older counterparts, younger women's production of 204 this variant is more than four times that of older women. 205
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In quantitative sociolinguistics, one of the most useful tools used to discern whether a 206 particular factor group (be it linguistic or social) is significant, is a multivariate analysis. This is a 207 mathematical model that assumes that certain linguistic rules are variable rules. A computer 208 program whose name alludes to this concept, VarbRul, has been in use since originally 209 conceived by David Sankoff in the 1970s (see Tagliamonte 2006 for more detail). In recent 210 years, a program called Rbrul, named after the R statistical programming language in which it is 211 written, has been used in its lieu (see Johnson 2009 ). Al-Wer and Al-Qahtani have used Rbrul in 212 order to tease out the factor groups that are statistically significant for the production of the 213 innovative variant [ðˤ] in this Saudi community. 214
As suggested by Figure 1 , female speakers show a higher tendency than male speakers to 215 produce the innovative variant. Rbrul has determined that this "favoring" of women for this 216 variant is statistically significant (p<0.0005). The age distinction is also significant (p<5e-12), 217 with younger speakers leading the change. Other factors found to be significant are of a more 218 linguistic nature. Phonological environment is significant (p<0.001), and-quite interestingly as 219 it is not an oft-considered factor-the etymology of the phoneme (recall that we are dealing with 220 two historically distinct phonemes that may be merging) is significant (p<0.001) as well. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 Arabic-speaking world. Additional work of this nature is beneficial not only because of the 281 potential scholarly output that these collaborations can bring, but it also helps to create more 282 informed and better trained researchers who understand more holistically the nature of the 283 language communities in which they work. 284
In addition to the potential for integration of linguistic description and sociolinguistics, 285 additional sociolinguistic work is emerging that treats newer areas within sociolinguistics 286 through an Arabic lens. Arabic sociolinguistics is beginning to engage more directly with media-287 related data (Bettega 2015, Hachimi 2013 , Hachimi 2015 . Important in this area is ongoing 288 work that examines language ideologies in the Arabic-speaking world through venues like 289 Facebook, which prove to be a rich site for metalinguistic data related to spoken Arabic varieties. 290 At the same time, research is being conducted that addresses issues of linguistic style (Al-Shihry 291 2015), in a manner approximating 3rd-wave sociolinguistic studies elsewhere. This work has the 292 potential to further inform sociolinguistic research on style while destabilizing the largely 293
Western-centered focus of earlier research. 294 Continued research on Arabic also stands to contribute a great deal within the realm of 295 sociophonetics. One area of sociophonetic concern that has received attention from scholars of 296 Arabic is research on acquisition and bilingualism. Work by researchers such as Khattab et al. 297 (2006) and Khattab (2007 Khattab ( , 2009 Khattab ( , 2013 represent the bulk of our current sociophonetic 298 knowledge of Arabic. A collection of useful literature on Arabic phonetics was also published by 299
Hassan and Heselwood (2011), but there is still ample room for further contributions to 300 sociophonetic research on Arabic. Given the great degree of migration and contact that has taken 301 place in the Arabic-speaking world in recent decades, further research could result in a more 302 nuanced sociophonetic perspective on Arabic dialect contact. 303
As noted above, the study of Arabic sociolinguistics today is also a study of the effects of 304 many sociopolitical forces on language variation and change. This positions Arabic 305 sociolinguistics such that research of this nature has the potential to push forward into new areas 306 of theoretical development, as the effects of these social and political forces on language remain 307 largely undiscussed. In concert with these large scale changes, the Arabic-speaking world 308 remains an interesting site of mass urbanization and economic migration, creating linguistically 309 diverse urban spaces like Dubai or Qatar that host not only speakers of many different Arabic 310 varieties but other languages entirely (Theodoropoulou 2015) . Sociolinguistic research on these 311 communities is scarce, so the effects of this type of contact and a nuanced understanding of its 312 underlying motivations remains opaque. 313
Perhaps one of the larger questions remaining in the study of Arabic sociolinguistics is 314 whether or not the field can or should follow other areas of sociolinguistic research and begin to 315 more regularly interface with anthropological-and other social scientific-methods and 316 analyses. At present, studies on Arabic that interface directly between variationist 317 sociolinguistics and anthropological concern remain largely unconsidered, evidenced by other 318 recent treatments of the field which have noted the absence of this type of research (Owens 319 2011). Although it has not been fully explored, the foundation is there, given the wealth of 320 anthropological work carried out in the wider Middle East, a great deal of which focuses on 321 language. Anthropological studies that have treated linguistic issues can be found in pan-Arab television programs that cross regional borders (Schulthies 2015) . 325
However, much of this work focuses less on the types of linguistic analyses that are often 326 seen to be the core of variationist sociolinguistic research and more on issues lying at the 327 intersection of identity and language practice. Still, this type of work sets the stage for research 328 that bridges the gap between anthropological interests and the kind of research that is more in 
Conclusion 338
Practically, the methodologies adopted in the recent work discussed above may provide a 339 better foundation for understanding the connections between linguistic practice and the 340 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 coalescence of anthropological tenets and lines of inquiry more akin to sociolinguistics may 342 provide the recipe for a better understanding of these issues. Crucially, one that grounds the 343 study of linguistic practice in the Arabic-speaking world more directly in the lived experiences of 344 people in the community. 345
We conclude by raising a much more general, and decidedly non-linguistic point of 346 concern. Particularly in the West, a general stigma about the Middle East as a region and a lack 347 of understanding about Arabic as a spoken language continually dampens public opinion about 348 the regions in which we work. Sociolinguists working with Arabic-speaking communities are in 349 a unique position to work towards changing that. Many of us have spent a great deal of time in 350 the region, while typically being in a privileged position in that many of us are from 351 predominantly Caucasian, English-French-or German-speaking communities. Whether we 352 acknowledge it or not, we are in a position of relative power and privilege. By engaging with the 353 general public about our work and the region generally we have at least the potential to harness 354 that privilege for something of potential benefit for the communities we work in. 355
At the same time, by engaging with the communities that we work with, we have the 356 potential to foster a larger interest in documenting Arabic varieties, which are generally still 357 devalued throughout the region. By taking a more anthropological approach that not only focuses 358 on forms of variation, we can highlight the importance of dialectal forms of speech while tying 359 them to wider verbal art forms like oral poetry and popular song (Holes and Abu Athera 2009, 360 2011, Holes 2013), which hold weight in many parts of the Arabic-speaking world. In doing so 361 we may be able to work towards a wider acceptance of and increase in respect for the spoken 362 language within communities themselves. 363 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60 
